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established that a decree of nullity pronounced by a court other
than the court of the domicil will be recognized, provided that
it is regarded as valid and effective by the lex domicihi of the
parties.1
There can, of course, be no question of a foreign jurisdiction Does the
based on the separate domicil of the wife, for in the case of a Pj™rf *°
voidable marriage she necessarily shares the domicil of her serted wi
husband. We have seen, however, that in two sets of circum- J?^>ri
stances a wife may petition the English court for annulment
notwithstanding the foreign domicil of her husband,2 and the
question therefore arises whether a foreign decree, based on a
substantially similar jurisdictional ground, will be recognized
on the principle of reciprocity. This problem of reciprocal
recognition, which assumes greater importance in the sphere
of divorce, will be discussed later.3
(F)Jy jurisdiction based on residence. Since it has now been held Common
that the common residence of'tlie parties in England suffices res^d<:nce
r	11	11-       •      *    i»	r   i      y*       i*  i	•	i      sufficient
to found the nullity jurisdiction of the English court,4 it may be
taken for granted, in accordance with the principle of reci-
procity, that a foreign decree based upon a similar assump-
tion of jurisdiction will be recognized. This conclusion, indeed,
was virtually established by the earlier case of Mitford v.
On the other hand, having regard to De Reneville v. De Residence
Renevillef* it is clear that at common law a foreign decree J^^.1"
founded on the residence of the petitioner alone will not be alone in-
recognized as valid by English law. The one doubt in this sufficient
respect is whether a decree granted to the wife by reason of her
residence in the forum for a limited period will be honoured in
England, having regard to the statutory jurisdiction possessed
by the English court to grant her relief if she has been resident
in the .country for three years.7
(c)JJurisdiction based on place of marriage. The decision of Place of
the Court of Appeal in Casey v. Casey* that jurisdiction to^?*of/
annul a marriage for wilful refusal cannot be founded on the jurisdiction
1 Abate v. Abate, [1961] 2 WX.R. 221. This is an extension to annulment
of the doctrine laid down for divorce by Armitage v. A.-G., [i 906] P. 1 3 5 ; infra,
P- 394-
•   2 Matrimonial Causes Act, 1950, s. 18 (i) (*); 1 8 (i) (fr), supra, pp. 358 ; 362.
3	Infra, pp. 397-4°°-
4	Ramsay-Fairfax v. Ramsay-Fairfax, [1956] P. 115.
5	[*923] p- 1$°'> ™fra> P- 382-	6 Cr948] P. i°°; fttfra, p. 357,
7 Matrimonial Causes Act, 1950, s. 18 (i) (£). As to this, see infra, pp. 397-
400,	8 [1949] P- 42°5 «/*»» P- 363-

